Young's double-slit experiment shows characteristics of light that are modeled as indicating a wave nature of light. Other experiments suggest a particle model of light. An experiment is performed with the Fraunhofer pattern from a first mask impinging on a transparent second mask with a slit. The screen pattern is an interference pattern such as produced in Young's Experiment. An opaque strip between the first and second mask blocks the light of the center maxima from the first mask. The screen interference fringes remained. Moving the glass mask so the slit is removed from light shows the necessity of a slit in the second mask. This suggests a Newtonian type of light model. This experiment rejects the wave models of light.
Introduction
A single model of light has remained a mystery. Some experiments such as the photoelectric effect support the traditional particle model of light. Other experiments such as diffraction and interference support the traditional wave models of light.
Newton speculated light is a stream (ray) of corpuscles [1] . A wave in the aether travels faster than the corpuscles and directs the corpuscles' path. Newton thought the effect light produces as two different entities like a rock (photon) creating waves in water (aether).
The prevailing models of the 19th century started with Young's experiment and considered light to be a wave. Several wave models have been developed that describe the interference pattern of light on the screen such as Fraunhofer, Young's double-slit experiment is an example of the interference of light. The diffraction peaks from a single-slit appear superimposed on light from a second slit to produce multiple fringes for each diffraction peak. Opaque strips in coherent light also give diffraction effects that are ripples in the pattern. The distinction between fringes and ripples is that the fringe minima are at or near zero intensity and the ripples are small variations in intensity without going to zero unless the impinging light has low amplitude.
A model of redshift and discrete redshift used a photon model to explain the observations [3] . This model was extended to suggest this experiment. This paper has the diffraction pattern from the first mask impinge on a transparent, second mask with a slit. The description of the experiment is in Section 2. The discussion and conclusion are in Section 3.
The Experiment
The diagram in Figure 1 shows the experimental setup.
The 5 mW, 635 nm laser was manufactured to be a pointer. The first mask was 15 cm from the laser. The first mask slit was 0.5 mm wide. The second mask was approximately 240 cm from the first mask, was a 23 mm thick windowpane glass plate, and had a 1.5 mm wide slit. The second mask was placed such that the width of the slit was approximately half the width of the central peak from the first mask as depicted in Figure 2 . The screen was 6.6 m from the first mask. Figure 3 shows photographs of the images on the screen at each noted stage of the experiment. The images in the photographs are actually red and have been converted to gray shades for printing. Figure 3(a) is the image of the diffraction pattern from the first mask. It is a Fraunhofer diffraction pattern. Figure 3(b) is the image of the diffraction pattern from the first mask with transparent glass without a slit as a second mask. Figure 3(c) is the image of the screen pattern when a slit in the glass of the second mask centered on the maxima of the major peak from the first mask as noted in Figure 2 . Note the interference fringes. When an opaque strip (nail in this experiment) is placed as a second mask in the middle of the primary peak from the first mask, an interference pattern is projected onto the screen (see Figure 4 (left). Note the interference ripples in the shadow of the nail. The secondary diffraction peaks have ripples as the effect of an edge of the nail (see Figure 5 (top), see [2] , p. 376).
However, the pattern differs when the edges of the nail are in the minima of Figure 4 . A nail was positioned to block the central maximum from the first mask between the masks and approximately 94 cm from the second mask. The nail size was chosen such that its shadow is larger than the slit. The nail was positioned so the edges of the nail correspond to the minima of the central peak as shown in Figure 4 (right). The positioning of the blocking nail is critical and difficult to achieve. If it is slightly out of position, some light will be behind the nail. Note the shadow of the nail on the second mask is wider than the slit. Figure 3(d) is the resulting image on the screen. It is very similar to the interference pattern of Figure 3 (c) with the shadow of the nail. Note the interference fringes remain in the second mask image as in Figure 3 (c). The images are the same spacing and size. Some nail edge effect can be seen, but the central peak and the light through the slit is blocked. The smaller images Figure 3 
